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VII. — Donatus's Version of the Terence Didascaliae. 
By Dr. JOHN C. WATSON, 

CORNELL UNIVERSITY. 

Though forty years have now elapsed since Dziatzko first 
wrote on the Terence Didascaliae, 1 his treatise is still the 
most accurate and complete on this subject. Later writers 
have done little more than point out his errors in minor 
points, some of which he admitted. But the great value of 
his discussion should not blind us to the fact that our knowl- 
edge of the Didascaliae is still unsatisfactory in certain re- 
spects. It is my conviction that Dziatzko, both in his original 
papers and in his later writings, committed certain errors 
which have never been clearly recognized. Moreover, he 
himself admitted the existence of certain difficulties for which 
he could find no satisfactory explanation. The follow- 
ing paper, therefore, has been written partly to controvert 
certain views still generally accepted on the authority of 
Dziatzko, but chiefly to explain, at least in part, the difficulties 
for which no one as yet has been able to account. 

The Didascaliae are found in three well-defined recensions : 
first, the famous Bembine manuscript of Terence, containing 
Didascaliae for all the plays except the Andria ; secondly, 
the whole body of later, or yS Mss, which also have lost the 
Didascalia of the Andria; and, thirdly, in paraphrases by 
the early commentator Donatus, 2 such paraphrases forming 
part of the praefationes to the commentaries which exist for 
all the plays except the Hautontimorumenos. In form, and 
usually in content, these three sources are in such close 
agreement as to demonstrate their ultimate common origin. 
Material differences, however, in the information given by the 
three recensions render it difficult to determine with certainty 

1 Rhein. Mus., XX (1865), pp. 570-598; XXI (1866), pp. 64-92. 

2 The writer accepts the paraphrases as the work of Donatus and believes 
them free from serious changes by later hands. See p. 155 f. 
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the readings of the latest common original. The study de- 
voted to this subject by a long line of scholars has produced 
a text which is doubtless correct in most respects, but the 
origin and significance of many of the points of difference 
have never been understood. The need of a satisfactory 
explanation is obvious, for almost without exception the basis 
of every appeal from the accepted text has been the dis- 
crepant information given by the different sources. 

Differences in the three recensions can be sharply classi- 
fied according as they are due, or are not due, to the repeti- 
tion of plays. From statements in the life drawn from the 
Didascalia of the Eunuchus, it is known that the original 
Didascaliae were more complete than they are in any of our 
sources. Other evidence shows that they contained informa- 
tion not only about the first performances of the several plays, 
but also, to some extent, at least, about subsequent repeti- 
tions. In the process of transmission, ancient scribes, like 
modern editors, tried to drop references to any reproductions 
of the plays, and to preserve those relating to their first 
appearance. This tendency was not always strong enough 
to reduce the Didascaliae to items about single perform- 
ances. It failed almost completely in the Hecyra, doubtless 
because of the peculiar history of this play. Perhaps the 
best example of information about more than one perform- 
ance is found in the names of four aediles given by Donatus 
for the Andria. The name of a third aedile in the praefatio 
to the Hecyra is sometimes similarly explained. This is also 
the easiest way in which to account for the name Mummius, 
a third consul, apparently, given for the Eunuchus by all the 
later Mss. Finally, it is only by the theory of the repetition 
of plays that we can understand why two domini gregwn are 
named instead of one. In attempting to restrict the Didas- 
caliae to information about the original performance, scribes 
failed to see that one dontinus gregis was in charge of a later 
repetition. Believing that the second name represented an 
actor (possibly the prologus) in the original troupe, they re- 
tained both names. 

In several instances it is apparent that scribes blundered, 
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excluding information about the first performances, and keep- 
ing that about later presentations. Thus the Bembinus gives 
the ludi ot the Ennuclius as the Romani, and both the Bem- 
binus and Donatus give the ludi of the Phormio as the 
Megalenses. The same is true of the information given by 
the Bembinus about the aediles for the Euniichus, both con- 
suls for the Phormio, and one consul for the Hautontimoru- 
menos. In this way also we can account for the fact that all 
sources name two domini gregum each for the Eunuchus and 
Adelphoe, but no two of the sources agree in both names. At 
least three domini gregum, it is believed, were named in the 
original Didascaliae of these two plays. 

The theory sketched above accounts for all differences in 
the ludi, or festivals at which plays were presented, the aediles 
or others under whose auspices the plays were given, the 
dominus gregis, or head of the troupe of actors, and the con- 
suls, whose names served the usual purpose of dating the 
performances. But these are only four of the nine items of 
information found in any complete Didascalia. In sharp 
contrast with these are the remaining five items, varia- 
tions in which cannot be explained by the theory of later 
repetitions. These items are the titles, in which the poet 
and his plays are named in a varying order, the modula- 
tor, or composer of the music, the tibiae, or pipes used in 
accompanying the cantica, the author of the Greek, original, 
and the numeral denoting the chronological place of each 
play in the series. There is no obvious reason why the re- 
production of a play should have changed the order in 
which the poet and the play were named. Nor can such a 
theory account for Donatus's omission of the modulator of the 
Adelphoe, or for his naming Apollodorus instead of Menander 
as the Greek writer of the Hecyra. It is true that attempts 
have been made to extend the theory of repetitions to differ- 
ences in the tibiae and the numerals, but this is an error. 
The intimate connection between the instruments and the 
general character of a play, a connection to which the united 
testimony of the ancients bears witness, forbids the thought 
that the pipes were changed in different performances. Simi- 
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larly, the numerical place of each play was fixed by its first 
performance, and it is difficult to see how it could have been 
affected by any number of repetitions. For these reasons 
the extension of the theory of later reproductions to differ- 
ences in the tibiae and the numerals is rightly rejected by 
most scholars. 

How then are variations in the five items named above to 
be explained ? There have been numerous attempts to an- 
swer this question, but in general no one has suggested any- 
thing better than arbitrary changes. Such an explanation is 
satisfactory only in case we can find some motive for the 
changes. A motive does appear in the case of the numerals 
and the relative order of the names in the titles, but none 
has yet been found for changes in the other three items. 
Even in the two items where we can see some reason for the 
changes, not all scholars accept the explanation. It is mani- 
fest, therefore, that in the three items where no such reason 
presents itself there is room for much wider differences of 
opinion. 

Variations in the order in which the poet and the play are 
named are found only in the Bembinus and the praefationes, 
the later codices throwing little or no light on the controversy 
about the pronnntiatio tituli. In this respect Donatus differs 
from the Bembinus in the Adelphoe and Eumichus, and this 
would doubtless be true of the Hautontimorumenos also, if 
we had the commentary on this play. On the Andria, 
Phormio, and Hecyra they were presumably in accord. 
Whether one accepts or rejects the tradition about the pro- 
nuntiatio tituli, he must admit that in the titles there have 
been arbitrary changes. Most scholars, accepting the Bem- 
bine chronology as essentially correct, insist that the 
changes were made by Donatus or a predecessor. The few 
scholars who with Donatus make the Adelphoe the second of 
the plays must regard the copyist of the Bembinus or a 
predecessor as responsible for the precedence of the poet's 
name in the Didascalia of this play. Probably all would ad- 
mit that differences in this respect are dependent upon differ- 
ences in the chronology of the plays. In other words, 
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changes in the titles were coeval with or subsequent to 
changes in the numerals. 

On the authors of the Greek originals the only variation in 
the sources relates to the Hecyra. The later Mss have lost 
this portion of the Didascalia, but the Bembinus names 
Menander, while Donatus, apparently with some hesitation, 
names Apollodorus. Here, it is evident, there has been 
either an accidental or an arbitrary change. Most scholars 
accept the authority of Donatus, but both this point and the 
nature and reason of the change are still a subject of con- 
troversy. 

The only modulator named by the Didascaliae is Flaccus, 
the slave of Claudius. His name is given by all the sources 
except the Bembinus for the Phormio, and Donatus for the 
Adelphoe. The former omission is due to the loss of the 
major portion of the Didascalia, but Donatus's failure to name 
the modulator of the Adelphoe cannot be so explained. No 
one, so far as I have been able to discover, has ever offered 
any reason for the omission. 

So far as the manuscript sources give the tibiae for the 
several plays, they are in agreement, hence the usual belief 
that this would apply to the Phormio also, if the Bembinus 
had the Didascalia of this play intact. On this point Donatus 
is in harmony with the manuscript sources in the Hecyra 
alone, differing from them in the Eunuchus, Phormio, and 
Adelphoe. The first attempt to account for these striking 
differences was by Salmasius, who suggested that in the 
Adelphoe there may have been a change of tibiae in the 
course of the performance, and hence that the differences are 
only apparent, being really due to defective information in 
each of the sources. The same explanation was advanced 
by Boeckh for the Phormio and Adelphoe. This theory, 
suggested by the Didascalia of the Hautontimorumenos, 
which, as is now well recognized, had a change of instru- 
ments during its performance, cannot be accepted as the 
true explanation. If the Didascaliae of two or three plays 
have suffered omissions in the manner suggested, such omis- 
sions were no accident, but were designed to exclude what was 
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regarded in each case as the pipes used in a reproduction of 
the play. But if they were intentional, it ought to have been 
the second set of pipes in every instance, and not the first, 
that was omitted. According to this theory, therefore, the 
sources ought to be in harmony even after the omission. 
Again, why should such omissions have taken place in the 
Didascaliae of two or three plays, but have failed in the 
Hantontimorumenos f For these reasons the theory of Sal- 
masius and Boeckh must be rejected. 

Before Dziatzko's time so far were scholars from explain- 
ing variations in the tibiae as given by the sources that they 
were at a loss which of the latter to follow. Grysar preferred 
the pipes named by Donatus for the Eunuckus. 1 Wilmanns, 
admitting his inability to account for the differences, followed 
Donatus on the Eunuckus and Adelpkoe, the 78 codices on 
the Pkormio? Both Grysar and Wilmanns reached their 
decisions entirely upon subjective grounds. Subsequent 
scholars almost without exception reject the authority of 
Donatus on the three plays named above, but their reasons 
for so doing are not satisfactory. Usually they insist that 
the changes were not made by Donatus, but by some later 
person. Dziatzko admits both possibilities. Scheidemantel 
ascribes them to that convenient scapegoat, a magistellus? 
Rabbow, in the Eunuckus and Adelphoe, at least, to one of the 
two excerptors of the genuine Donatus commentary, or to 
some one who revised and corrected one of the two sets of 
excerpts. 4 

Most scholars connect the variations in the tibiae as given 
by the paraphrases more or less closely with the discussion 
of the tibiae in the tractatus de Comoedia, viii, 1 1 ( Wessner). 
But admitting the close relationship which must exist be- 
tween the passage named and the remarks on the tibiae in 
the pracfationes, this proves nothing about the reason for 
the changes. If, as assumed by Kohl, and, with some hesita- 
tion,, by Dziatzko, Donatus wrote both the paraphrases and 

1 Sitzungsber. d. phil.-hist. CI. d. kaiser/. Akad. zu Wien, 1855, p. 377. 

2 De didasc. Terent., p. 44 ff. 3 Quaestiones Euanthianae, p. 39. 
4 Neue Jahrbiicher /. Phil. u. Paed., CLV (1897), p. 324 f. 
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the passage in the tractatus, it is useless to try to explain 
changes in the former by the latter. Both alike need 
explanation. Equally open to objection is the theory of 
those who hold that some one subsequent to Donatus changed 
the tibiae to suit their characterization in the tractatus. This 
explanation is based upon the fact that the pipes are charac- 
terized in nearly identical language in the tractatus and the 
praefationes to the Eunuchus and Adelphoe. It disregards the 
fact that the tibiae of the Phormio paraphrase, without char- 
acterization in any way, are not those given by the Mss, 1 and 
(if Reifferscheid and Wessner are right in bracketing Sarranae 
in the tractatus) are not mentioned at all in the latter. The 
adherents of this theory assume that the passage in the 
tractatus was written prior to the remarks in the praefationes. 
But with equal right one might assume the opposite. Either 
is a point which cannot be assumed, but must be proved 
before it can be incorporated in any theory. 

Whatever views scholars have expressed on the authorship 
of the changes, all at last fall back upon Dziatzko's explanation, 
even though its author acknowledged that it did not satisfy 
him. Dziatzko argued that the characterization of the tibiae 
was wrong, and this was his principal reason for rejecting the 
pipes named in the praefationes of the Eunuchus, Phormio, 
and Adelphoe. With hesitation he offered the theory that 
Donatus had ideas of his own about the appropriate tibiae 
for the different plays, and set these forth in the tractatus, 
afterwards changing the Didascaliae of three plays according 
to the views he had expressed. This theory was given mani- 
festly only because its author was unable to suggest a 
better one. It neglected a third possibility which I shall 
attempt to establish : namely, that Donatus, finding the tibiae 
already changed in his manuscript, was led into errors in 
both the tractatus and the praefationes. 

1 This disagreement goes far toward refuting Rabbow's theory that the Eunu- 
chus and Adelphoe alone had suffered changes in the praefationes. Unable to 
explain the difference, and unwilling to abandon the theory, he seems to hold 
that the tibiae named in the paraphrase on the Phormio have some independent 
authority. 
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The last item to consider is the numerals, which usually 
appear in both the Didascaliae and the praefationes, and 
purport to give the chronological order of the several plays. 
But before any comparison of Donatus with the manuscript 
sources is possible, certain differences in the latter require 
explanation. Are these due to accidental or arbitrary changes 
by scribes, or do they represent independent traditions, and 
therefore possess ancient authority ? Much depends upon the 
answer to this question, for any error on this point will lead 
to other and more serious mistakes. The differences involve 
directly only the Hautontimorumenos, for which not only the 
Bembinus, but also the best representatives of the 7 family, 
and at least one important 8 codex, Paris. 10304, give III (or 
tertia). But the numeral II (or secvnda) is the reading of the 
Lipsiensis (L), pronounced by Kauer the best of the 8 family, 1 
the Paris. 7903, a tenth century 7 codex, the Riccardianus 
(E), a so-called mixed manuscript of the eleventh century, 
and a considerable number of later and inferior codices. 
Lastly the Victorianus (D), a 8 manuscript of the tenth century 
and one of the best of its class, has the numeral IV. 

On the origin of the numerals II and IV in the Didascalia 
of the Hautontimorumenos scholars are not agreed. Dzi- 
atzko argued strongly in support of the ancient origin of 
both. 2 Karsten and Rabbow, apparently without further 
investigation, accept his conclusions. Hence one or the 
other of the two numerals is assigned to the Hautontimo- 
rumenos in three of the five chronologies which Karsten 
believed to have ancient authority, 3 and the numeral IV is 
the basis of an argument by Rabbow in support of his theory 
of the twofold origin of the praefationes .* Most editors of 
this play give the numeral II in the Didascalia, usually justi- 
fying this act by an appeal to the reading of E, L, Paris. 
7903. Fabia and Torchiana are about the only scholars who 
have rejected the independent origin of both numerals. Tor- 
chiana seems to regard them as merely variants of the read- 

1 Zeitschr. f. d. 'dsterreich. Gytnn., LII, p. 988. 

2 Rhein. Mm., XXXIX, p. 339 ff. s Mnemosyne, XXII, p. 179 f. 
4 Neue Jahrbucher f. Phil. u. Paed., CLV, p. 331. 
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ing given by the great majority of better codices. 1 Fabia 
holds the same opinion about the numeral IV, but follows 
Dziatzko's earlier suggestion that II (or secvnda) is a cor- 
rection more or less ancient designed to harmonize the 
numerical order with the order of consulships. 2 t Such diver- 
gent views show that the arguments thus far adduced are not 
decisive. After reviewing these arguments, therefore, I pro- 
pose to bring forward new evidence in the hope of ending 
the controversy. 

Dziatzko, the first to write on this subject, held that II (or 
secvnda) was read in the archetype of the 8 family, its source 
being some ancient manuscript independent of our codices. 
Neither of these positions can be proved correct. Evidence, 
not conclusive, it is true, but still very strong, indicates that 
both are incorrect. The first seems to be supported by L, 
which is alone of the better 6" codices in this respect. It is 
opposed by Paris. 10304, which has III, and by D, which 
has IV, a reading which, if corrupt, came almost certainly 
from III, not from II. Dziatzko did indeed appeal to the 
evidence of E, but this was due to his erroneous belief in the 
close relationship of this manuscript with the o" family. In 
the order of plays, the division of scenes, and usually in its 
text, E clearly betrays its origin from the 7 family. To a 
limited extent it has been under the influence of 8 codices, 
but this does not warrant the conclusion that it is essentially 
a 8 codex itself. Since it can throw no light on the arche- 
type of the 8 family, Dziatzko's conclusion rests upon L 
alone, and this is overbalanced by other valuable manuscripts 
of the same family. 

But even if the archetype of the 8 family, in common with 
the other classes of Mss, did make the Hautontimornmenos 
the third of the plays, is it not still possible that the readings 
II and IV have come down from ancient times through inde- 
pendent recensions ? Such a theory is extremely improbable. 
Dziatzko was not disturbed by the fact that these numerals 
are assigned to other plays in the same manuscripts, but 

1 Quo tempore P. Terenti fabulae primum actae sint, p. 35, adn. I. 

2 Les Prologues de Terence, p. 35, n. I. 
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Fabia and Torchiana justly regard this as a serious objec- 
tion to the theory. Why, they might have asked, have these 
ancient codices altered the numeral of the Hautontimoru- 
menos alone? Why did they not change those also of the 
Eunuchus and Phormio ? Why did they not supply the 
missing numerals for the Hecyra and Adelphoe, or the miss- 
ing Didascalia for the Andria ? These are points on which a 
scribe might well have consulted other codices, but there was 
no reasonable ground for his doing so in the case of the Hau- 
tontimorumenos alone, for which a numeral was already given. 
Dziatzko's theory, despite its evident weakness, is still 
generally accepted. Fabia and Torchiana have commanded 
little or no support. This is doubtless due to their failure to 
show how the variant readings originated. In the conviction 
that they are right and Dziatzko wrong, I shall try to account 
for the variants. To make it easier for the reader to follow 
the argument, part of the Didascalia of the Hautontimoru- 
tnenos is given below exactly as it appears in Paris. 7899 (P), 
representing the majority of better codices, and in Paris. 7903 
and the Lipsiensis (L), representing the variant II (secvnda). 
It is unnecessary to give anything for the Riccardianus (E), 
since, except for the division into lines, its Didascalia is 
identical with that in Paris. 7903. 

DIDASCALIA OF THE HAUTONTIMORUMENOS. 
Paris. 7899 (P). 

MODOS FECIT FLACCVS CLAVDI 
PRIMA 
INPARIBVS 
DVABVS DEXTRIS 
MENANDRI 
III 

Lipsiensis (L). 

MODOS FECIT FLACCVS CLAVDI 

DEINDE DVABVS DEXTRIS GRECA MENANDRI 



ACTA 
TIBIIS 
DEINDE 
GRAECA EST 
FACTA 





Paris. 7903. 




GRECA 


MENANDRI 


PRIMA 


ACTA 


SECVNDA 


MODOS 


FECIT 


FLACCVS 


CLAVDI 


TIBIIS 


DVABVS 


DEXTRIS 



INPARIBVS 



TIBIIS 
FACTA II 



Dziatzko believed in the existence of some connection 
between the version of L and that of E, Paris. 7903, basing 
this view in part on the presence of the same numeral, in 
part on the omission of the words acta primvm (prima or 
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primo) in both, the omission being somewhat more extensive 
in E, Paris. 7903. At first glance these parallels seem to 
contain decisive evidence of some connection, but a closer 
scrutiny discloses some differences which are rather strange in 
versions apparently closely related. E, Paris. 7903 have an 
unusual order of items, while that in L is entirely normal, they 
have acta, not facta, as in L, and the numeral is the writ- 
ten word secvnda, not the symbol II. Moreover, the lacunae 
are by no means similar, for while L omits the words acta 
primo, the word prima is found in both E and Paris. 7903. 
In fact, the two versions, apart from the numeral, resemble 
each other only in points wherein they resemble the version 
of any other manuscript of this play. The differences sug- 
gest that the two are really independent of each other, and 
this is shown to be true by the very evidence upon which 
Dziatzko relied. 

First, it is necessary to point out a striking parallel in the 
Didascalia of E, Paris. 7903 for the Hautontimorumenos, and 
that of all classes of later Mss for the Eunuckus. By the 
oversight of an early scribe the name of the modulator of 
the Eunuckus lost its usual position next before the tibiae. 
The same scribe, in all probability, noted the omission of this 
item only after he had written the numeral. At this point 
he inserted the reference to the modulator, which appears, 
therefore, after the numeral and next before the consuls. 
This is the order in which the several items appear in the 
Bembinus. The error cannot be ascribed to the copyist of 
this manuscript, but was made by some predecessor, for the 
78 codices preserve evidence of the same peculiar disorder. 
In some common ancestor of these an evident attempt was 
made to correct the order, for the item on the tibiae was 
removed to a position following the modulator. That it 
was so removed can scarcely be doubted. If it is restored 
to its usual position, the disorder is precisely like that in the 
Bembinus. 

Such is Dziatzko's explanation of the unusual order of 
items in the Didascalia of the Eunuckus}- But so far is he 
1 Rhein. Mus., XX, p. 582, and Anm. 9. 
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from explaining the unusual order in which E, Paris. 7903 
give the items for the Hautontimorumenos, that he nowhere 
refers to it as in any way peculiar. Now this disorder is in 
every respect identical with that of the Eunuchus Didascalia in 
the 78 codices. In the Eunuchus the disorder must be ascribed 
to accident, but such an accident a second time in the same 
items of another play seems extremely improbable. The 
thought suggests itself that the two may have some connec- 
tion, and this is confirmed by certain points in which the 
Didascalia of E, Paris. 7903 for the Hautontimorumenos dif- 
fers from that of the other Mss for this play, but resembles 
that given by them for the Eunuchus. These are the omis- 
sion of est in the reference to the Greek author, the use of 
acta instead of facta, and the form of the numeral secvnda 
instead of II. The preservation of prima and the use of 
modos fecit instead of modvlavit preclude the thought that 
E, Paris. 7903 really derived this part of the Hautontimoru- 
menos from the Eunuchus. But the extremely close resem- 
blance renders it practically certain that the scribe of a codex 
from which E, Paris. 7903 are descended recast this portion 
of the Didascalia of the Hautontimorumenos on the pattern 
of that of the Eunuchus. 

What was the ground which prompted this act and the 
consequent change in the order of items ? The answer is 
found in the item on the tibiae as given by E, Paris. 7903. 
The preservation of the word prima shows that the omission 
of the words inparibvs deinde was accidental, for no scribe 
would have kept the one word if he had deliberately dropped 
the other two. The form of the Didascalia in P, found also 
in other Mss of the 7 family not only for the Hautontimoru- 
menos, but also for the Eunuchus} shows how easily such an 
accidental omission came about. The item on the tibiae, 
including the words acta prima, occupies three lines. After 
some scribe had written tibiis, his eye, we must suppose, fell 
upon dvabvs dextris in the next line, which he wrote, and 
then, without noticing his error, proceeded to the item on the 
Greek author. But the omission of the first set of tibiae left 

1 See p. 142. 
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the meaning of acta prima utterly obscured. To the next 
scribe these words could refer only to the number of the 
play, and hence were at hopeless variance with the item 
facta III in its usual place below. In his bewilderment he 
turned to the Eunuchus for comparison, and observing the 
different order of items, he reduced the Didascalia of the 
Hautontimorumenos to the order found in the earlier play. 
This brought together the seemingly contradictory statements 
about the number of the play, an inconsistency which no 
scribe could be expected to tolerate. Which was he to 
choose, or how was he to remove the difficulty ? The 
answer to this question must have sorely puzzled him. He 
had strong grounds for doubting the authenticity of the words 
facta III, which otherwise he surely would have accepted. 
Not only did he have the words acta prima, but the Didas- 
caliae of the other plays gave no evidence that III was the 
proper numeral. The Phormio, the last play in his manu- 
script, was numbered fourth, showing that the plays were not 
arranged in chronological order. Hence the position of the 
Hautontimorumenos lent no support to the numeral III, but 
may well have been another ground for suspecting its genu- 
ineness. Whatever his reasoning may have been, in despair 
of solving the riddle, and well knowing that the Eunuchus 
was assigned the second place, the scribe compromised be- 
tween acta prima and facta III and wrote acta secvnda for 
the Hautontimorumenos. Unwilling, however, to omit entirely 
the first of the two items, he added the word prima as a 
variant probably above the word secvnda. In both E and 
Paris. 7903 it follows the item on the Greek author, in the 
former being written in the margin. 

The Lipsiensis (L), as noted above, except in the numeral, 
has none of the characteristics of E, Paris. 7903. For this 
reason it seems scarcely possible that the two versions are in 
any way connected. The reading facta II in L might be 
regarded as an example of the errors frequent in copying 
numerals. But the omission of the words acta primo indi- 
cates that in all probability the numeral has been emended 
upon grounds very similar to those which operated in E, 
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Paris. 7903. In L there was no omission of one set of tibiae 
to obscure the meaning of acta primo, but still the scribe 
was unable to understand these words. Believing them to 
denote the number of the play, he followed about the same 
process of reasoning as the scribe in the case of E, Paris. 
7903, and compromised upon facta II, a form of this numeral, 
it should be remarked, which appears only here in the Didas- 
caliae, the written word being used elsewhere. 

The Victorianus (D), with the numeral IV, offers a simple 
problem. Except in this single particular, its Didascalia for 
this play is in no way unusual. The form in which the item 
is given — facta ivm ivnio, i.e., facta IV., M. Junio — sug- 
gests some confusion of the numeral with the following 
initial. Torchiana regards the numeral as only a case of dit- 
tography from ivnio. 1 But since the number of strokes in 
III and IV is the same, Dziatzko was probably right origi- 
nally in explaining the latter as a mere copyist's error. 2 It 
is noteworthy that elsewhere in the Didascaliae the form of 
this numeral is IIII, not IV. Since so easy an explanation is 
available, there- is no excuse for ascribing importance to a 
reading found in a single manuscript. 

In the assignment of numerals to the several plays, only 
two attempts of ancient scholars or grammarians to fix the 
chronology are to be recognized. 3 One of these has come 
down in the better Mss, the other, devoid of all reason, as 
we shall see, in the praefationes of Donatus. The agreement 
of the two in the numbering of the Andria, Phormio, and 
Hecyra has naturally led scholars to believe that one chro- 

1 Quo tempore P. Terenti fabulae primum actae sint, p. 35, adn. 1. 

2 Rhein. Mus., XX, p. 575. 

8 The well-known verse of Volcatius Sedigitus in the life in which he mentions 
the Hecyra as the sixth of the plays, often wrongly interpreted to mean the 
chronology, is shown by the context to refer to its inferiority to the other plays in 
merit. Yet such evidence determines the place of the Hecyra in two of the 
five chronologies which Karsten, Mnemosyne, XXII, p. 178 ff., believes to have 
ancient authority. Four of these are made up by piecing together parts from 
different sources or supposed sources. The only one which ever existed is the 
third, which gives the chronology of the Mss, for strangely enough Karsten 
fails to give that of Donatus. 
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nology was the basis of the other. 1 Why, then, do they dis- 
agree on the other three plays ? The Mss assign the second 
place to the Etinuchus, which Ddnatus makes the third of the 
plays. Similarly the Bembinus ranks the Adelphoe as sixth, 
while Donatus, not without hesitation, gives it second place. 
Finally, the Bembinus makes the Haiitontimorumenos the 
third of the plays, and this was true also of the archetype of 
all the later codices, but the first five places are assigned in 
the praefationes, leaving only the sixth place for this play. 2 
Why these divergences ? With few exceptions scholars 
now hold that Donatus's disagreement with the Mss is due to 
changes in the numerals designed to harmonize the chrono- 
logical order with an alphabetical order of plays. This 
view finds some ground for changes, which in effect were 
entirely arbitrary. Beyond question it is correct in most 
respects. 

Such are the two groups into which variations in the in- 
formation given by the different sources can be classified, the 
first covering four items in which differences are due to the 
later repetition of plays, the second including five items in 
which differences cannot be so explained. The two groups 
show some striking and significant contrasts. In the four 
items where differences are due to the repetition of plays, 
no two of the sources are in close agreement, the varia- 
tions being greatest between the Bembinus and the yS Mss. 
In the five items of the second group, the manuscript sources, 
so far as they give the information, are in essential agree- 
ment. It is Donatus in every instance who preserves the 
peculiar and usually doubtful information. Secondly, his 
variations from the Mss are, with a single exception, con- 
fined to the Eiinuchns, Phormio, and Adelphoe, for save on 
the Greek author of the Hecyra, the three sources are practi- 

1 In the case of the Phormio the agreement is only apparent, not real. See 
p. 146 f. 

2 With Fabia and Torchiana, I cannot accept Umpfenbach's suggestion, ed. 
crit., Praef. p. XL, that the Hautontitnorumenos was originally the fifth play, 
the Hecyra the sixth in the Donatus order, a theory suggested by the order of 
plays in S codices. If a commentary on the Haiitontimorumenos ever existed, it 
was lost because it came last in the manuscript. 
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cally in accord about this play. It is clear that such dif- 
ferences as can be accounted for by the theory of the later 
reproduction of plays are due to a number of persons. There 
is no evidence, on the other hand, that the changes pre- 
served by Donatus alone were made by more than one per- 
son, for it is scarcely credible that different persons would 
have confined themselves to changes in three plays. There 
is ground, therefore, for suspecting that changes in items 
coming under the second group were made by one person, in 
conformity with a definite plan, and for a definite purpose. 

The key to the problem is found in the numerals denoting 
the chronological order of the several plays. Reference has 
been made above to the common view that the variant 
numerals in the Donatus praefationes are due to changes 
designed to make an alphabetical order of plays appear to 
be also the chronological order. This view I accept with a 
slight modification which has reference to the manner in 
which the change was effected. It is obvious that the 
easiest expedient was the simple change of the numerals. 
But this was not necessarily the way in which the work was 
done. The same object could have been achieved by the 
transfer of the items containing the numerals from one play 
to another. Now it is by this theory that I propose to 
explain nearly all the variations preserved by Donatus alone. 
For there is evidence that the items on the chronological 
order of the plays were not the only ones transferred, those 
on the composer of the music and the tibiae being included 
with the numeral in each case. In the manuscript followed 
by Donatus these three items had been removed from the 
Hautontimorumenos to the Eunuchits, those displaced in the 
Eunuchus had been transferred to the Adelphoe, the items 
from the Adelphoe found a place in the Phormio, and the 
circle was completed by using the items from the Phormio to 
fill out the Didascalia of the Hautontimorumenos. Coinci- 
dent with these transfers, changes were made in the titles 
wherever necessary in order to give the name of the comedy 
precedence in the first two plays, the name of the poet in the 
last four. 
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To facilitate a comparison of Donatus with the manuscript 
readings on the points of difference, the necessary portions 
of the Didascaliae of the four plays named above are given 
below. The Donatus paraphrase in each case is followed by 
the readings of the Bembinus and the later or 7S codices for 
the same play. The order of plays is that given above. Each 
paraphrase, therefore, can easily be compared with the manu- 
script sources of the same play immediately below, and with 
those of another play immediately above, to which, I hold, it 
really belongs. For the sake of perspicuity the essential 
portions of the paraphrases are printed in bold-faced type. 
The manuscript versions are given exactly as they appear in 
the Bembinus and in some one of the best representatives of 
the later codices, except that trivial mistakes by scribes have 
been disregarded. 

COMPARISON OF DONATUS'S PARAPHRASES AND THE 
MANUSCRIPT SOURCES OF THE DIDASCALIAE. 

HAUTONTIMORUMENOS. 
Donatus. 
No paraphrase of the Didascalia of this play is preserved. 







Bembinus. 


incipit 


HEAVTONTIMORVMENOS TERENTI 


GRAECA 


EST 


MODOS FECIT FLACCVS 


CLAVDI 


ACTA 


PRIMVM TIBIS INPARIB. 


DEINDE 


DVAB. 


DEXTRIS FACTAST TERTIA 

78 Hss. 




P. TERENTI 
MODOS FECIT 


HEAVTONTIMORVMENOS 




FLACCVS CLAVDI 




ACTA 


PRIMA (PRIMO — 8 MSS) 




TIBIIS 


INPARIBVS 




DEINDE 


DVABVS DEXTRIS 




GRAECA EST 


MENANDRI 




FACTA 


III 

EUNUCHUS. 
Donatus. 


Haec . 


. . nuncupata 


est Eunuchus fabula et est palliata Menandri 


vetus, . . 


. item modulante Flacco Claudi tibiis dextra et sinistra ob 
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iocularia multa permixta gravitati. . . . Haec edita tertium est et pro- 
nuntiata ' Terenti Eunuchus ' quippe iam adulta commendatione poetae ac 
meritis ingenii notioribus populo. 

Bembinus. 

TERENTI 



INCIPIT 




EVNVCHVS 




TIBIS 


DVABVS 


DEXTRIS 


GRAECA 


MENANDRV 




FACTA 


SECVNDA 


MODOS 


FECIT 


■yS Diss. 


FLACCVS 




EVNVCHVS 




INCIPIT (8 Mss) 




GRAECA 




MENANDRI 




ACTA 




SECVNDA 




MODVLAVIT 




FLACCVS CLAVDI 




TIBIIS DVAB. 




DEXTRIS 



ADELPHOE. 
Donatus. 

Haec fabula palliata Adelphoe. . . . Est igitur Menandri. . . . Modu- 
lata est autem tibiis dextris, id est Lydiis, ob seriam gravitatem qua fere 
in omnibus comoediis utitur hie poeta. . . . Hanc dicunt ex Terentianis 
secundo loco actam etiam turn rudi nomine poetae itaque sic pronuntiatam 
' Adelphoe Terenti, 1 non ' Terenti Adelphoe, 1 quod adhuc magis de fabulae 
nomine poeta quam de poetae nomine fabula commendabatur : 







Bembinus. 




INCIPIT 


TERENTI 


ADELPHOE 




GRAECA 


MENANDRV 












FECIT 


FLACCVS 


CLAVDI TIBIS 


SER RANIS TOT A 

7S Mss. 


FACTA VI 






INCIPIT 


ADELPHOE 










FLACCVS 


CLAVDI TIBIIS SARRANIS 


FACTA 


GRAECA 


MENANDRI 


PBORMIO. 

Donatus. 





Hanc tomoediam manifestum est prius ab Apollodoro sub alio nomine, 
hoc est 'Eiri,8iicaj;o|Uvou, Graece scriptam esse quam Latine a Terentio 
Phormionem. . . . modos faciente Flacco Claudi tibiis Serranis tota. . . . 
Editague est quarto loco. 
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Bembinus. 

INCIPIT TERENTI PHORMIO 



GRAECA APOLLODORV 

EPIDICAZOMENOS FACTA EST IIII 

78 Hss. 

INCIPIT PHORMIO 



MODOS FECIT FLACCVS CLAVDII TIBIIS 

IMPARIBVS TOTA(M) GRAECA APOLLODORI EPIDICAZOMENOS FACTA IIII 

Since we have no commentary by Donatus for the Hau- 
tontimorumenos , the Eunuchus paraphrase is the first to be 
considered. Measured by the tibiae and the numeral, 
Donatus's information about this play is utterly inconsistent 
with that given by the other sources. The numeral assigned 
to the Eunuchus in the paraphrase is that given to the Hau- 
tontimorumenos in the Mss. If it came to the Eunuchus by 
transfer from the Hautontimorumenos, is there any reason to 
suppose that it carried other items with it? Since the com- 
poser of the music was the same for both plays, we can get 
no evidence from this source. At first glance also Donatus's 
remark about the tibiae of the Eunuchus seems to have no 
connection with the manuscript item for the Hautonti- 
morumenos. But it is admitted by all authorities on this 
subject that the words dextra et sinistra, like the somewhat 
similar dextris vel sinistris in the praefatio to the Andria, 
are only a comment on the true reading, and that in the 
Eunuchus the comment has displaced the original item. It 
is further agreed that dextra et sinistra can refer only to 
tibiae impares. But this is the first half of the manuscript 
reading in the Didascalia of the Hautontimorumenos. What 
then has become of the tibiae duae dextrae? They have 
been deliberately omitted, and this act is easily explained. 
The Hautontimorumenos is the only comedy of Terence in 
which there was a change of instruments in the course of the 
performance. The analogy of the rest of the plays might 
have suggested the omission of one of the two sets of pipes, 
but a better reason appears in the well-recognized tendency 
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of scribes to restrict the Didascaliae to information about 
first performances. Now whether one reads primvm with 
the Bembinus, or primo with the S codices, 1 the two sets of 
tibiae seem to refer to different performances of the play 
rather than to different parts of the same performance. 
The latter, or true explanation, was first recognized by Sal- 
masius, 2 but was first given definite expression by Boeckh 
less than one hundred years ago. 3 But if the erroneous view 
was held by a long line of Terentian scholars in modern 
times, it is altogether probable that it was held also by 
early editors and copyists. One of these, very likely the 
person responsible for the rest of the changes, believing the 
second set of tibiae to represent a reproduction of the play, 
omitted this part of the item. It is significant that it was the 
second set of tibiae, not the first, that was dropped. The 
omission probably explains also Donatus's failure to use the 
word tota in the paraphrase on the Eunuchus. This word 
was manifestly impossible in a Didascalia referring to two 
sets of pipes. After the omission of one set and the transfer 
of the other, there was no reason to insert a word the use of 
which elsewhere was not understood. It is true that the Mss 
also fail to give the word tota in the Didascalia of the Eunu- 
chus, but evidence of this, as will be shown below, seems to 
be found in the paraphrase on another play. Except in one 

1 It seems strange that all editors of Terence and writers on the Didascaliae 
have followed the Bembinus on this point, disregarding PRIMA, the reading of the 
7 family, and the only one which is not ambiguous or even misleading. With it 
obviously is to be understood fabula, of which it is a modifier in the common 
idiomatic partitive sense. Terence himself has an exact parallel in Ad. prol. v. 
9, in prima fabula, and possibly another in Hec. prol. II, v. 31, primo actu 
placeo. Kohl, Didasc. Ter. explic, p. 35, explains prima as a correction of primvm 
by some one who recognized the meaning of the item and tried to remove the 
ambiguity to which it was subject because of the reading primvm. But there is 
no evidence that the item was understood until in modern times. Much more 
probably prima is the original and correct reading. Even with it, the item was 
sometimes supposed to refer to different performances, not to different parts of 
the same performance. Some one with this view emended PRIMA to primvm, the 
version given by the Bembinus; another person changed it to primo, the reading 
of the 5 Mss. 

2 Historiae Augustae Scriptores VI, vol. II, p. 827. 

3 lleidelberger Jahrbiicher, III (1810), p. 168. 
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possible point, therefore, Donatus's paraphrase for the Eu- 
nuchus was based on a Didascalia identical for the items in 
question with that given by the Mss for the Hautontimoru- 
menos. Moreover, the possible exception, the omission of 
one set of tibiae, is easily explained. 

We now come to a still more striking parallel. Assuming 
that in Donatus's manuscript a transfer of three items had 
been made from the Haulontimorumenos to the Eunuchus, 
what was the fate of those which had lost their rightful place 
in the latter play ? The numeral belonging to the Eunuchus 
in the manuscript sources is assigned to the Adelphoe by 
Donatus. That this result was produced by an actual trans- 
fer, and not by a simple change of the numeral, seems to be 
shown by the tibiae, those named by Donatus for the Adelphoe 
being named by the Mss for the Eunuchus. Equally signifi- 
cant is Donatus's failure to give certain ^information. The 
Mss have the word tota In the Didascalia of the Adelphoe, and 
name the composer of the music. Donatus has nothing on 
either point. His failure to use the word tota is easily 
explained by the omission of this word in the manuscript 
version of the Eunuchus Didascalia, an omission referred to 
above. His failure to name the composer of the music was 
for a different reason. I have already described the blunder 
of some early copyist by which the composer of the music 
for the Eunuchus lost his usual place in the Didascalia, and 
was named after the numeral and before the consuls. Donatus 
has no trace of this in the paraphrase on the Eunuchus, but 
does in that on the Adelphoe. The transfer of items from one 
play to another was made solely to change the chronology, 
and never included anything following the numeral. Adher- 
ing to his usual practice, the author of the changes did not 
include the modulator in the transfer from the Eunuchus to 
the Adelphoe. Donatus, finding no information on this point, 
naturally gives none for the Adelphoe. On coming to the 
tibiae, the case of which he elsewhere construes with his para- 
phrase of the words modos fecit, he found it necessary to 
add a verb in order to give them grammatical construction. 
The word chosen — modulata est, evidently a true passive, 
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not a deponent — is at variance with his own usage in the 
Hecyra. The fact that he names the modulator of the 
Eunuchus in the usual place, and fails to give that of 
the Adelphoe, shows that the modulator was usually included 
in the transfer. In most cases this could be done without 
leaving any traces of the change, but if it be admitted that it 
happened in one case, it can scarcely be doubted that it was 
the intention in all. Every point, therefore, in which Donatus 
varies from the Didascalia of the Adelphoe is explained by 
the Didascalia of the Eunuchus. 

The fate of the items dislodged from the Adelphoe is 
next to be considered. From the analogy of the plays 
already examined, it might be supposed that this play, the 
sixth according to the Bembinus, gave part of its Didascalia 
to the Hautontimorumenos, which Donatus seems to have 
regarded as the sixth of the plays. The want of the com- 
mentary on the Hatitontimorumenos prevents any direct test 
of this theory, but other evidence indicates that it is incorrect. 
The true test is rather to be found in the tibiae. Those given 
by the Mss for the Adelphoe are the Sarranae, a kind assigned 
by Donatus only to the Phormio. Why, then, does the com- 
mentator, in common with the Mss, make the Phormio the 
fourth, not the sixth of the plays, as the theory of a trans- 
fer of items seems to require? The agreement, I hold, is 
accidental. Scholars have always made the mistake of at- 
taching undue importance to Donatus' s remarks on the 
chronological order of certain of the plays, while rejecting his 
evidence about others. No one trusts the commentator in 
regarding the Hatitontimorumenos as the last of the plays, 
and few accept him in assigning the second place to the 
Adelphoe. Scarcely any one, however, has ventured to deny 
his authority when, in harmony with the conventional chro- 
nology, he names the Eunuchus as the third of the plays. In 
point of fact Donatus possesses no more authority on the 
Eunuchus than on the other two plays named above. There 
is no ground for believing that he possessed an independent 
source of information about the chronology of the plays. 
Rather he depended upon the numerals in the Didascaliae, 
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but in his manuscript these had been changed to suit the 
position occupied by each play in an alphabetical sequence. 
If the commentator was grossly deceived about these plays, 
we have a right to demand evidence that his information 
about the Phormio had a sounder basis. No such evidence 
exists, for his apparent agreement with the Mss and the 
conventional chronology is due solely to the accident which 
makes this play, with the orthography Formio, the fourth in 
the alphabetical series. Whatever the numeral may origin- 
ally have been, therefore, the result was bound to be the 
same. It is very doubtful, however, whether any numeral 
was included in the transfer of items from the Adelphoe to 
the Phormio. Since both the 7 and the h families of Mss 
have the word facta, but have no numeral, we may assume 
that the archetype had the same defect. Since the separa- 
tion of these two recensions took place in early times, all 
authorities agreeing that it came in the period between the 
third and the fifth centuries, the loss of the numeral must 
have been very early. It may well have occurred before the 
alphabetical order of plays was made. If this was true, the 
author of the transfer of items from one play to another 
found none in the Adelphoe, and could have felt no prickings 
of conscience in arbitrarily adding one for the Phormio to 
suit his general plan. 

It remains to consider the disposition of the items ousted 
from the Didascalia of the Phormio. Since the manuscript 
sources have a numeral for this play, it is obvious that in the 
transfer to another play a change in the numeral was neces- 
sary. No evidence, therefore, can be gained from this source. 
Nor can positive evidence be found in the tibiae, for it is 
clear that the praefationes to neither the Andria nor the 
Hecyra contain the tibiae dislodged from the Phormio. 
There remains but one play, the Hautontimornmenos, which 
had lost to the Eunuchus part of its Didascalia. The theory 
suggests itself that the deficiency was made good by insert- 
ing the corresponding items from the Phormio, with an arbi- 
trary emendation of the numeral IIII to VI to suit the place 
of the Hautontimornmenos in the new order. If this was 
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done, the circle of transfers is complete. In the lack of 
a commentary on the Hautontimorumenos, direct evidence in 
confirmation of this suggestion is impossible, but indirect evi- 
dence presently to be cited indicates that it is correct. 

The results of the foregoing discussion may briefly be 
summarized. The sources have been compared with refer- 
ence to their agreement or disagreement on the modulator, 
the tibiae, the use of the word tota, and the numerals of the 
plays. In three praefationes, therefore, there are twelve 
points on which to compare Donatus with the Mss. Out of 
these twelve points Donatus gives no information on three, 
he differs from the Mss on five, and he apparently agrees 
with them on four. By the theory here proposed, four of 
the five points of difference are fully explained, and in the 
exception, the tibiae of the Eunuchus paraphrase, the differ- 
ence is partly explained, and is otherwise easily accounted for. 
Again, by the theory of a transfer of items we can under- 
stand why Donatus omitted two of the three points of infor- 
mation which he fails to give. Here, too, the exception, the 
failure to use tota in the Eunuchiis paraphrase, is in no way 
opposed to the theory. Lastly, three of the four points of 
apparent agreement between Donatus and the other sources 
on the same plays contain evidence neither for nor against 
the theory, since the information is identical in different 
plays. The fourth point is the numeral of the Phormio, 
which, as was shown above, is not an instance of real agree- 
ment, but is either an arbitrary emendation or, more likely, 
an arbitrary addition. In seven, therefore, of the twelve 
points of comparison, the theory is fully supported by Dona- 
tus's information or by his failure to give any information, 
and it is not opposed by the other five. In other words, 
if we should transfer Donatus's paraphrases on the four 
points in question back to the plays to which they seem 
originally to have belonged, the commentator would differ 
from the Mss only in naming one set of pipes for the 
Hautontimorumenos, and in making the Adelphoe the fourth 
of the plays. Both exceptions have been fully accounted 
for. In every other point he would agree with the other 
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sources in the information he gives, and the reason for his 
failure to give certain information would be evident. The 
facts, therefore, completely support the theory advanced in 
this paper. For this reason I venture to believe that the 
parallel between Donatus and the manuscript sources on 
different plays is no mere coincidence and without signifi- 
cance. It rather points clearly to an actual transfer of por- 
tions of the Didascaliae of four plays in the manner I have 
indicated. 

This conclusion finds support in a number of considera- 
tions general in character. First, the items which were trans- 
ferred, except in one point, are always found together in the 
Didascaliae. The exception concerns the place of the Greek 
writer, who is usually named in the Mss after the tibiae and 
before the numerals. But the Bembinus is not consistent in 
this respect. On the Eunuchus and Phormio it seems to 
agree with the later codices, though the mutilated condition 
of the Phormio Didascalia may conceal the original order of 
items. But in the Hautontimorumenos and Adelphoe the 
Bembinus names the Greek writer immediately after the title, 
and this holds true also of the Ambrosianus of Plautus in the 
Didascalia of the Stichus. The proper place of the Greek 
writer among the other items is a point upon which scholars 
disagree, but the Ambrosianus and, in part, the Bembinus 
support the earlier position, and because of their age they 
have great weight. Moreover, the natural place for this item 
seems to be next after the title. Possibly the transfer to the 
later position was due to the common misconception or mis- 
understanding of the meaning of tota in the item on the 
tibiae. In the Hautontimorumenos, where tota could not be 
used, no such transfer had been made before the writing of 
the Bembinus. It is certainly possible, therefore, not to say 
probable, that the author of the changes in the Didascaliae, 
living as he did in the second or third century, found the 
Greek writers named after the titles in all the plays. If this 
was the case, the items transferred always stood together, 
and it is easy to see how a numeral when transferred to 
another play could have carried with it the adjacent items. 
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A second argument is found in the fact that it is on only 
three plays that Donatus differs widely from the Mss. With 
these the Hautontimorumenos would doubtless be included if 
we had the commentary on this play. Save on the Greek 
writer of the original, Donatus is in almost complete accord 
with the other sources on the Hecyra, and this exception is 
easily explained. 1 In the case of the Andria no direct com- 
parison is possible, but it is certain that there would be no 
disagreement on the number of the play. For the tibiae of 
the Andria the praefatio is our only source. It is an interest- 
ing fact that Donatus's disagreement with the other sources 
on the pipes of all the plays except the Hecyra has not led 
any one seriously to challenge his information about the 
Andria. If he gives its tibiae correctly, we may assume that 
on the Andria as well as the Hecyra he is trustworthy, just as 
he is untrustworthy on the other three (or four) plays. What 
is the reason for the difference ? This fact has been observed 
by others, but no one has ever explained it. By the theory 
advanced in this paper it is easily accounted for. The nu- 
merals of the Andria and Hecyra mark the positions of these 
two plays in both the chronological and the alphabetical 
orders, hence both retained their original places when the new 
order of plays was made. For this reason their Didascaliae 
were not disturbed. With the remaining four plays the con- 
ditions were wholly different. In order to force agreement 
between the chronology and the alphabetical order, a trans- 
fer of numerals was made. In the Phormio this act was 
needless, for its numeral was already appropriate to both 
orders. But, as will presently appear, the position of this play 
in the manuscript followed by the author of the new order 
caused its numeral to be overlooked, so that it was included 
with the other three. In the transfer of the numerals, the 
author of the new order saw fit to include the adjacent items. 
For this act no satisfactory reason appears, but this is no 
valid objection to the theory. No one can deny that nu- 
merals have been changed on arbitrary grounds, an act which 
must be ascribed to the gross stupidity or the moral obliquity 

1 See p. 154. 
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of the agent. Such a person would not hesitate to include 
other items with the numerals if this was suggested by con- 
venience. It would increase his guilt only in degree, not in 
kind. He would not hesitate, therefore, if for any reason, such 
as the division into lines in the Didascaliae he was using, it 
seemed easier to transfer the numerals with the preceding 
items rather than alone. 

Lastly, the transfer of items was not executed in hap- 
hazard fashion, but in conformity with a definite, though very 
simple plan. The freedom of the Andria and the Hecyra 
from such changes was due, as was explained above, to the 
fact that in the new or alphabetical arrangement these two 
plays retained the positions they had occupied in the original 
order. But it is easy to go further and to determine the 
positions originally occupied by the other four plays. The 
numerals alone seem to point to a manuscript like the Bem- 
binus, in which the sequence was designed to be purely 
chronological. But since the numeral of the Phormio para- 
phrase is open to the gravest suspicion of having had no 
manuscript basis, the tibiae are a surer source of evidence, 
and these identify the original order of plays as that found 
in codices of the 7 family. To assist in making this point 
clear, the several ways in which the plays are arranged are 
given below: 

ORDERS OF THE PLAYS OF TERENCE. 



Bembinus. 


y Codices. 


Donatus. 


S Codices. 


Andria, 


Andria, 


Andria, 


Andria, 


Eunuchus, 


Eunuchus, 


Adelphoe, 


Adelphoe, 


Hauton., 


Hauton., 


Eunuchus, 


Eunuchus, 


Phormio, 


Adelphoe, 


Formio, 


Phormio, 


Hecyra, 


Hecyra, 


Hecyra, 


Hauton., 


Adelphoe. 


Phormio. 


(Hauton.). 


Hecyra. 



The fourth of the methods of arranging the plays, that of 
the 8 family, is given only for completeness and later refer- 
ence. In spite of the different positions it gives two plays, it 
betrays the same origin as the Donatus order. The latter, as 
is shown by the exemption of the Hecyra paraphrase from the 
scheme of transfers, is the original alphabetical order. In 
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seeking for the basis of this order, the arrangement found in 
8 codices may be disregarded. Turning to the Bembinus 
and the 7 codices, to discover which of these two methods of 
arrangement served as the basis of the new order, it is neces- 
sary only to see how the transfers of items were made. The 
Andria is first in all orders, and since its numeral was appro- 
priate to this position, it retained its place in the new order. 
The same was true of the Hecyra in the fifth place. The Adel- 
phoe was advanced to the second position in the alphabetical 
order, and to make it appear to have been the second also in 
order of composition, the numeral from the Eunuchus with 
the adjacent items was inserted in its Didascalia. Similarly 
the Eunuchus was made the third play, and its Didascalia 
was filled out with items from the Hautontimorumenos. In 
both the Adelphoe and the Eunuchus, the Didascaliae re- 
ceived items from the plays which occupied corresponding 
positions in the manuscript serving as the basis of the new 
order. Thus far this manuscript had the order of plays 
found both in the Bembinus and in the 7 family. The fourth 
play determines which of these orders was used. If a manu- 
script like the Bembinus had been used by the author of the 
transfers, he would have made no changes in the Phormio, 
which in the Bembinus already occupies the fourth place. 
When we find, therefore, that the Phormio in the new order 
received items from the Adelphoe, we can hardly doubt that 
the latter play was fourth in the original order. But this is 
the position it occupies in the 7 codices. The Hautontimo- 
rumenos, as the sixth play in the new arrangement, had its 
Didascalia completed by the insertion of items from the 
Phormio, the sixth play in the original. Since the Adelphoe 
in the fourth place and the Phormio in the sixth are found only 
in 7 codices, it seems clear that a member of this family was 
the basis upon which the new order was made. The author 
of the new order must have regarded the arrangement of 
plays in his manuscript as chronological, as indeed it is in- 
tended to be in all but two plays. His failure to note the 
exception in the Phormio and Adelphoe was most natural, 
especially if the Didascalia of the latter play had no numeral, 
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leaving the Didascalia of the Phormio as his only means of 
discovering, the truth. Since the Phormio was sixth in his 
manuscript, he might easily at first have overlooked its nu- 
meral. After finding it, or even if he observed it at first, he 
may have doubted its authenticity. 

All these peculiar conditions attaching to the groups of 
items give evidence completely in harmony with that derived 
from a comparison of the separate items in the different 
sources. I maintain, therefore, that the manuscript followed 
by Donatus had suffered a series of interchanges in the 
Didascaliae of four plays. To explain these the theory of 
chance is utterly untenable. A conscious hand, working in 
accord with a definite plan, must be recognized. 

The conclusion stated above and the facts brought out in 
the discussion have an important bearing on a number of 
interesting questions. First, from this source we get new 
light on the work of Donatus. It is necessary to acquit the 
commentator of all responsibility for the changes in the 
Didascaliae, a charge often brought against him because he 
happens to preserve them. With a single exception these 
changes are due to one person, in all probability the person 
who first reduced the plays to an alphabetical order. After 
this order was established there was no reason for such 
extensive and radical emendations. That Donatus was not 
the author of the new order and the consequent changes in 
the Didascaliae is shown by the fact that he sometimes ques- 
tioned the information given by his manuscript. He did not 
indeed reject the numeral secvnda in the Didascalia of the 
Adelphoe, but it is clear that he doubted its accuracy. It has 
been suggested that he found no numeral in the Didascalia 
of this play, or that he had another source of information, 
but both suggestions are needless. The plan followed in 
altering the Didascaliae to suit the new order of plays 
required that every play should have a numeral. Without 
any other source of information Donatus had the best of 
reasons for suspecting the numeral of the Adelphoe, and 
would have been very stupid if he had not seen that this 
play, brought out at the second attempted performance of the 
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Hecyra, could not have been the second in order of produc- 
tion, if the Hecyra was the fifth. Unable to . change the 
numeral of the Adelphoe alone, and unequal to the task of 
correcting the chronology of all the plays, yet he clearly ex- 
pressed his suspicion in the words Hanc dicunt ex Teren- 
tianis secundo loco actum. The same scruple appears in 
every reference to the Greek writer of the Hecyra. In the 
praefatio to this play he gives information in harmony with a 
number of passages in the commentary in which Apollodorus 
is mentioned as the author of the Greek original. Why, then, 
does he speak with hesitation both in the praefatio and in the 
Auctarium to the life? 1 In all probability he found the play 
assigned to Menander in the Didascalia, as it is in the 
Bembinus. Forced to choose between the Didascalia and the 
sources of the commentary, he rejected the former, but with 
a feeling of doubt which appears every time he mentions 
this subject. It seems certain, therefore, that the new order of 
plays and the changes in the Didascaliae were prior to Donatus. 
The commentator was so unfortunate as to use a manuscript of 
this sort, and through his adherence to it was led into gross 
blunders on many points. This is particularly true of the 
tibiae, which, as given by his manuscript, he had no reason 
to doubt. As a consequence, his attempt to characterize the 
different kinds of tibiae according to the plays in which they 
were used was marked by inevitable errors. For these he 
should not be too severely censured, for the material at his 
disposal precluded any accurate results. In general, judging 
from the paraphrases alone, Donatus was not a man of much 
learning, but he used faithfully the material at his command, 
and deviated from his sources with misgivings, and only when 
no other course was possible. He surely does not deserve 
the oft-repeated charge that he made reckless and arbitrary 
changes because of preconceived ideas. 

1 As Fischer, De Terentio . . . guaestiones selectae, p. 18 f., remarks, a further 
reflection of Donatus's hesitation on this point appears in the praefatio to the 
Phormio. The words manifsstum est indicate Donatus's feeling of relief at finding 
a play assigned to Apollodorus both in the Didascalia and in citations of the 
Greek original by older commentators. 
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If the changes in the Didascaliae were made before Dona- 
tus's time, we can scarcely doubt his authorship of the para- 
phrases. However widely the information given by him 
varies from the other sources, it is so completely explained 
by the theory of a transfer of items as to forbid the thought 
that its origin was due to different persons, or to some one 
later than Donatus. For many years it has been the fashion 
to deny that the commentator wrote parts, or in some cases, 
any part, of certain works which have come down under his 
name. This view may be justified in the first of the two 
treatises, that usually entitled de Fabula, which preserves 
strong evidence of its origin, in part at least, from Euanthius. 
It is possible also, or even probable, that the commentary, 
conceded to be in its present form a compilation of two sets 
of excerpts from the original Donatus commentary, may have 
matter added by the excerptors, the compilers, and possibly 
others. But it is easy for one to go too far in refusing to 
credit Donatus with other works besides that entitled de 
Fabula, or in applying the theory of a compilation of two sets 
of excerpts. There is no adequate reason for doubting that 
Donatus wrote at least the essential and substantial portions 
of most of the works under his name. Even if it is difficult 
to distinguish the true work of Donatus from that of others 
in the commentary, this is not necessarily true of the other 
works. Both of these remarks apply especially to the life 
and the Auctarium. They stand in the same relation to the 
commentary on Terence as the life of Virgil did to the 
commentary on this author. Without any evidence against 
them, we must suppose that both are in substantially the 
form in which they were left by Donatus. The same 
I believe to be true of the praefationes. Rabbow, it is 
true, does try to show that those of the Eunuchus and Adel- 
p'loe had a different source from those of the other three 
plays, holding, apparently, that one set of excerpts was the 
source of the two praefationes, the other of the remaining 
three. This theory is based in part on Donatus's varia- 
tions from the Mss in the paraphrases. But in these, as 
I have shown, the Phormio must be included with the Eunu- 
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chus and Adelphoe, not with the Andria and Hecyra. If this 
is done, Rabbow's theory breaks down. Whatever the vicis- 
situdes through which the praefationes have passed, there is 
no evidence of any serious changes. It is clear that none 
were made in the paraphrases. Even the many instances of 
language in the praefationes similar to that in the treatise de 
Comoedia, the life, or the Auctarium are not necessarily due 
to insertion from these sources by later hands. More prob- 
ably Donatus wrote the language in question in both places. 
The best example of this is perhaps the references to the 
Greek author of the Hecyra explained above, but there is no 
reason to doubt that most of the other instances are to be 
accounted for in the same way. A similar parallel between 
the praefationes of the Eunuchus and Adelphoe and the Ars 
of Donatus is pointed out by Smutny. 1 

A second result of the conclusion reached in this paper 
is the removal of nearly all uncertainty about the text of the 
Didascaliae. The evidence of Donatus, if rightly viewed, so 
far from differing from the other sources, really confirms 
them. It seems certain that the latest common ancestor of 
all the sources made the Adelphoe the sixth, not the second 
of the plays in order of composition. In view of the hesita- 
tion with which Donatus refers to this point, it is strange 
that so many scholars have accepted his statement and have 
wasted their ingenuity in attempting to defend it. Incident- 
ally it has also been made clear, I think, that the archetype 
ascribed the Greek original of the Hecyra to Menander, not 
to Apollodorus. This, of course, does not prove the Mss 
right and Donatus wrong. More probably Donatus gives 
the correct information, though he rejected the Didascalia 
and gave the preference to the sources of his commentary. 
The naming of Menander in the archetype may have been 
due to an early copyist, who, under the influence of the pre- 
ceding plays, mechanically wrote the name of the same Greek 
author. Lastly, the variations in the tibiae, which have 
always baffled explanation, are now fully accounted for. It 
is true that scarcely any one since the publication of 

1 Diss. Phil. Vindob. VI, p. 104 f. 
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Dziatzko's papers has followed Doriatus on the tibiae, but 
so long as his variations remained unexplained, grounds for 
the preference accorded to the manuscript readings were not 
entirely convincing. 

A third, and perhaps the most important, result achieved 
in this paper is the discovery of new evidence about the 
history of the text of Terence. From this study of the 
paraphrases and Didascaliae, it appears that the new or 
alphabetical order of plays was based upon a 7 order, and 
so presumably upon a 7 codex ; that the & order is not the 
original alphabetical order, but has suffered an interchange 
of position between the last two plays ; that the & family has 
derived its Didascaliae not from a manuscript similar to that 
used by Donatus, but from a manuscript of the 7 family ; 
and that, in part at least, the 7 recension was the basis of 
the S recension, not vice versa, and is, therefore, the older of 
the two. All these points are more or less directly opposed 
to the theories set forth by Leo and Dziatzko, who agreed in 
substance, though differing in details. I have elsewhere 
expressed the conviction that these theories are opposed to 
the facts, and are, therefore, utterly untenable. 1 This view 
is confirmed by the results reached in this paper. But since 
limitations of space prevent any adequate presentation of 
this subject here, for the present I content myself with 
pointing out above the most general application of my results 
to the question of the manuscript tradition. At some time 
in the future I hope to return to this subject, and, in connec- 
tion with this and other sources of evidence, to indicate what 
I conceive to be the true history of the text of Terence. 

1 Harvard Studies in Classical Philology, XIV, p. 171 f. 



